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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1. Claims 1-3, 6, 11-13, 16, 21, 23, 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Shibata et al (US 2002/0,030,652 A1) and further in view of 

Kanazawa et al (US 6,580,870 B1). 

Regarding claim 1, Shibata et al teach a method for processing image data 

comprising: receiving a plurality of image sources (e.g. figure 12, paragraph [0106], the 

current image data and the previous image data correspond to plurality of image 

sources); converting a bit depth of at least a first image source to another bit depth so 

that the first image source has same bit depth as a second image source (e.g. figure 12, 

paragraph [0106], the previous image, which is 6 bit, is converted to a 8 bit image data, 

which has the same number of bit with the current image data. "Number of bit" 

corresponds to "bit depth"). Shibata et al fail to teach an interactive media player, the 

interactive recording medium and the external server. Kanazawa et al teach the 

interactive media player, the interactive recording medium and the external server are 

well known in the art (e.g. figure 3 shows the DVD data structure including URL, figure 1 

is the system for playing the DVD which is connected to the server, column 4, lines 45- 

61). It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
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was made to have utilized the teaching of Shibata et al in an interactive media player to 
process the image data from an interactive recording medium and external server 
taught by Kanazawa et al for reduction of the memory capacity required by the system. 

Claim 11 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claim 1 above, 
wherein the reference bit depth corresponds to 8 bit, which also corresponds to "another 
bit depth" as taught by Shibata et al. 

Claim 21 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claim 1 above, 
wherein Kanazawa et al teach the storage unit and a decoder (e.g. figure 17 and 
column 14, lines 40-54). 

Claims 23 and 24 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed in claim 1 

above. 

Regarding claims 2 and 12, Shibata et al teach increasing the bit depth to 
match a first value (the number of bit for the previous image increase from 6 to 8 bit to 
match the number of bit of the current image). 

Regarding claims 3 and 13, Shibata et al teach the first value is approximately 
equal to. a highest bit depth value chosen from among respective bit depths associated 
with each of the plurality of image sources (8 bit corresponds to the "first value" since it 
is highest comparing to 6 bit). 

Regarding claims 6 and 16, Shibata et al teach the bit depth is increase within a 
range of approximately 2 m to 2" , where n>m>= 0 (from 6 bit to 8 bit, there are 2 bits 
increases wherein 2 falls in the rage of 1 to 8 when m=0 and n=3). 
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2. Claims 4, 14 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shibata et al (US 2002/0,030,652 A1) and Kanazawa et al (US 6,580,870) as 
applied to claims 1-3, 6, 11-13, 16, 21, 23, 24 above and further in view of Ulichney et al 
(EP 0,921,461 A2). 

See the teaching of Shibata et al above. 

Regarding claims 4, 14 and 25, Shibata et al fail to teach repeating a unit pixel 
value a predetermined number of times to increase the bit depth. Ulichney et al teach 
repeating a unit pixel value a predetermined number of times to increase the bit depth 
(e.g. figure 12, paragraph [0039]). It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ulichney et al 
into the teaching of Shibata et al to reduce the data processing time since Ulichney et al 
suggests replicating the original bits to eliminate the need of multiplication or rounding 
(Ulichney et al, paragraph [0039]). 

3. Claims 5, 15, 26, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shibata et al (US 2002/0,030,652 A1) and Kanazawa et al (US 
6,580,870 B1) as applied to claims 1-3, 6, 11-13, 16, 21, 23, 24 and further in view of 
Priem et al (US 5,539,430). 

See the teaching of Shibata et al above. 

Regarding claims 5, 15 and 26, Shibata et al fail to teach repeating a color 
value a predetermined number of times. Priem et al teach repeating a color value a 
predetermined number of times (column5, lines 28-33). It would have been obvious for 
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one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have increased the bit 
depth in the system of Shibata et al using the teaching of Priem et al to reduce the data 
processing time. 

Regarding claims 27 and 28, Shibata et al teach the bit depth is increase within 
a range of approximately 2 m to 2" , where n>m>= 0 (from 6 bit to 8 bit, there are 2 bits 
increases wherein 2 falls in the rage of 1 to 8 when m=0 and n=3). 

4. Claims 7, 10, 17, 20, 29 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shibata et al (US 2002/0,030,652 A1) and Kanazawa et al (US 
6,580,870) as applied to claims 1-3, 6, 11-13, 16, 21, 23, 24 and further in view of 
Chebil (US 6,993,199 B2). 

See the teaching of Shibata et al above. 

Regarding claims 10 and 20, Shibata et al fail to teach reducing the bit depth of 
the first image source to a target bit-conversion value, if the bit depth of the first image 
source is greater than a target value. Chebil teaches reducing the bit depth of the first 
image source to a target bit-conversion value, if the bit depth of the first image source is 
greater than a target value (e.g. figure 3a and column 4, line 33- column 5, line 8, the 
lease significant bits N A are omitted to accommodate the target file size when the size 

of the bit plane is greater than the target value, wherein the target file size corresponds 
to the target value). It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Chebil into the teaching of 
Shibata et al for high-speed data transmission and storage efficiency. 
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Regarding claims 7, 17, 29 and 30, Shibata et al teach increasing the bit depth 
(see the teaching of Shibata et al above). Shibata et al fail to teach discarding at least 
one low-order bit of image data of the first image source. Chebil teaches discarding at 
least one low-order bit of image data of the first image source to decrease the bit depth 
(e.g. figure 3a and column 4, line 33- column 5, line 8, the lease significant bits N A are 

omitted to accommodate the target file size when the size of the bit plane is greater than 
the target value, wherein the target file size corresponds to the target value). It would 
have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate the teaching of Chebil into the teaching of Shibata et al for high-speed data 
transmission and storage efficiency. 

5. Claims 8 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shibata et al (US 2002/0,030,652 A1), Kanazawa et al (US 6,580,870 B1) and Chebil 
(US 6,993,199 B2) as applied to claims 1-3, 6, 11-13, 16, 7, 10, 17, 20,21,23, 24 
above furthinview of Ulichney et al (EP 0,921 ,461 A2). 

See the teaching of Shibata et al and Chebil above. 

Regarding claims 8 and 18, Shibata et al and Chebil fail to teach repeat the unit 
pixel value. Ulichney et al teach repeating a unit pixel value a predetermined number of 
times to increase the bit depth (e.g. figure 12, paragraph [0039]). It would have been 
obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
the teaching of Ulichney et al into the teaching of Shibata et al and Chebil to repeat the 
unit pixel value before the low-order bit is discarded to reduce the data processing time 
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since Ulichney et al suggests replicating the original bits to eliminate the need of 
multiplication or rounding (Ulichney et al, paragraph [0039]). 

6. Claims 9 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shibata et al (US 2002/0,030,652 A1), Kanazawa et al (US 6,580,870 B1) and Chebil 
(US 6,993,199 B2) as applied to claims 1-3, 6, 11-13, 16, 7, 10, 17, 20, 21, 23, 24 
above furthinview of Priem et al (US 5,539,430). 

See the teaching of Shibata et al above. 

Regarding claims 9 and 19, Shibata et al and Chebil fail to teach repeating a 
color value a predetermined number of times. Priem et al teach repeating a color value 
a predetermined number of times (column5, lines 28-33). It would have been obvious 
for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have increased the 
bit depth before discarding the low-order bit in the system of Shibata et al and Chebil 
using the teaching of Priem et al to reduce the data processing time. 

7. Claim 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shibata et al (US 2002/0,030,652 A1) and Kanazawa et al (US 6,580,870 B1) as 
applied to claims 1-3,6, 11-13, 16,7, 10, 17,20,21,23,24. 

Regarding claim 22, Shibata et al and Kanazawa et al fail to disclose a signal 
mixer. The examiner takes official notice for the signal mixer since it is well known in the 
art. It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have utilized a signal mixer in the system of Shibata et al and Kanazawa 
et al to reduce the number data transmission paths. 
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Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicants disclosure. Sato (US 2002/0,039,189 A1). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daquan Zhao whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1119. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Fri. 7:30 -5, alt Fri. off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tran Thai Q, can be reached on (571)272-7382. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Daquan Zhao 




